
STAT~ INDIANA 

INDIANA UTILITY REGULATORY COMMISSION 
302 ~~ WASHINGTON STREET, ROOM E306 

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF INDIANA ~~BELL TELEPHONE COMPANY, INCORPORATED, ~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~ INDIANA PURSUANT TO 
~~~~ 8-1-2-61 FOR A THREE-PHASE PROCESS 
FOR COMMISSION REVIEW OF VARIOUS 
SUBMISSIONS OF AMERITECH INDIANA TO 
SHOW COMPLIANCE WITH SECTION 271(C) OF 
THE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1996 

FILED 
~~~ 08 2001 

~ND~ANA UTIL~TY 
~~~~~~~~~ COMMISS~ON 

CAUSE NO. 41657 

You are hereby notif~ed that on this date, the Indiana Utility Regulatory Commission has caused the 

following entry to be made: 

On March 19, 2001, the Commission issued an Order in this Cause on various matters. One of the 

matters set forth in the Order was an ~~~~~~~~~~~ procedure for informal dispute resolution. It has come to 

the presiding officers' attention that there is an inconsistency contained in paragraph 8 of the procedures set 

forth for the informal dispute resolution. The current version of the paragraph is as follows: 

(Days 6-8, inclusive) Any party or collaborative participant may post a reply memorandum to 

the Ame~~tech271 distribution list during the period beginning six business days after the day on 
which the summaries and supporting documentation are sent and ending eight business days after 
the day on which the summaries and supporting documentation are sent. Reply memoranda shall 

be limited to no more than 10 pages in length. 

The paragraph should read that any reply memoranda are due between the 6th and 8th business days after the 
original notice and not after the submission of the summaries. Therefore, paragraph 8 set forth on page 15 of 
the March 19, 2001 order should be amended to read as follows: 

(Days 6-8, inclusive) Any party or collaborative participant may post a reply memorandum to 

the Ameritech271 distribution list within six to eight business days of the day on which the 
original notice is posted. Reply memoranda shall be limited to no more than 10 pages in length. 

IT IS SO ORDERED, consistent with the foregoing f~ndings. 

~~~~~~~~ ~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
~ 

~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Commissioner 

~~~~ ~~ ~~ray, Adm~nistrative Law Judge 

~~~~ ~2~01~~~~~ ~~~~~ 

~~~~~~~ Joseph ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~f~~Secretary 
to the Commission 

~ 


